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Millard County ended 2001 with some mighty ‘ :.oum

unclear signals from its economic indicators.
Unemployment rose substantially. But jobs are
on the upswing again for the first time in two
years. Construction activity looks terrible. But it is
being compared against atypically large 2000
figures. Although sales ended on an up note, the
growth figures haven’t been exactly consistent.

June 2002

What's an economist to

think2 Well, first of all, the Millard County Year-Over

best and most reliable Growth in Nonfarm Jobs
indicator of a county’s

economic well-being is the 1% = /'
year-over growth rate in 0% —f z z 7

nonfarm jobs. Let’s be

frank. Millard County has
done just lousy in this de-
partment for the last several  -2% —
years—and that’s with the 206 —
addition of the egg plant.
However, by the fourth

-0% —

-1%% —|

-39 —

quarter of 2001, Millard 3% —

County was once again 4% — ‘ \ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
Qdd Ing employmen‘l‘ |n$‘|'eqd 1st Q“;lggzgnd Qtr 3rd Qtr 4ath Qt;ooést Qtr 2nd Qtr 3rd Qtrzooith Qtr
Continued on page 3.

Economic Newsletter

nside
Economic Events ....... 8 SAIES ceeeeeenncenccenscennee 12
Labor Market............ 9 Employers’ Corner .. 13
Construction ..ccceeeee. 10 NAICS .....ccccceeceeeeeee. 14
Current through December 2001 '[]J;l‘;h’s
ﬂnectioﬂ



Just e tacts

Jrd Quarter Percent d4th Quarter Percent
2000 2001 Change 2000 2001 Change

Unemployment Rate 4.1% 4.5% 3.8% F.3%
Monfamm Jobs 3469 3450 05% 3496 3510 0.4%
Total Construction (000s) $1.,393.7 $8951 -358% F16581.4 17307 -896%
MNew Hom e Permits 14 7 500% 7 11 57.1%
Taxable Sales (000s) 297038 $304507 25% 266080 %287780 B8.2%

WSummary

The most promising Millard County economic indicator
is the growth in nonfarm jobs.

»  After two years of contraction, fourth quarter 2001

showed a year-over increase in employment of just
under 1 percent.

» At the same time, recessionary pressures and job losses
in prior quarters have jacked the unemployment rate
up.

»  Government employment growth helped generate the
fourth-quarter turnaround.

»  Some of the most severe job losses occurred in mining
and trade.

»  Construction permitting values stand out negatively

when compared to 2000, because of the large building
permit for the cheese plant approved last year.

»  Sales growth ranged from mediocre during third quar-
ter to healthy in fourth quarter.
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of losing—and despite a national reces-
sion. As additional new jobs are pro-
jected to come on-line, Millard County’s

labor market seems destined to improve
in 2002.

D) umamzp[o”meml

A steady decline in the number of jobs
available coupled with national
recessionary pressures combined to
shove Millard County’s unemployment
rate up to 6.3 percent in the final quarter
of 2001. The previous three quarters had
shown an increasing trend, but fourth
quarter produced a decided jump. The
difference between the rates for the
fourth quarters of 2000 and 2001 mea-
sured a full 2.5 percentage points.

Millard County’s unemployment rate for
2001 measured 4.9 percent—slightly
higher than the Utah and U.S. figures
(4.4 percent and 4.8 percent respec-
tively). The average of unemployed
workers in Millard County measured 210
for an increase of almost 22 percent
when compared with the previous year.
The remarkable story in this unemploy-
ment tale is really the fact that with so
many lost positions over the
past several years, unemploy-
ment hasn't skyrocketed before
now. Previously, workers have
found work elsewhere, moved,
or removed themselves from the
labor market.

B Vonfanm ?'(obé
It has finally happened. After
more than two years of job
losses, Millard County’s non-

farm employment is once again
“in the black.” Could the last

3.5%

brighter labor market days in store?
Millard County started losing employ-
ment long before the national recession
was a cloud on the horizon. But, if one
quarter is indicative of a trend, Millard
County may be on the road to labor
market recovery.

The turnaround hadn't quite happened
in third quarter. Although the year-to-
year loss was quite small (down 0.5
percent), it still registered in negative
territory. By fourth quarter, the employ-
ment scene was improving. Okay;, it
wasn’t improving a lot. A 0.4-percent
increase might not be worth writing
home about. A 14-job gain might not be
the economy of Millard County’s
dreams. But, this is the first departure
from the trend of lost jobs in more than
two years. Unfortunately, pockets of
decline are still evident.

%@\)zamw\emjr saves he Aa\n

In fact, government was the primary
savior of Millard County’s economy. The
public sector added the largest number
of new positions—both in the third and
fourth quarters. Year-over job gains in

Millard County Unemployment Rates
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Millard County Nonfarm Job Growth

2000- 2001

Covered Agriculture*

Mining
Construction
Manufacturing

Trans/Comm/Util

Trade

Fin/Ins/Real Estate

Services

Government

W 3rd Qtr @4th Qtr

these two quarters ranged from roughly
30 to 40 jobs. This was merely moderate
expansion for the public sector—in the 3
to 4 percent range. Federal, state and
local entities all added employment, with
state government showing some of the
fastest growth.

Only three other industries showed two-
quarter gains. Covered agriculture
(that part of farming employment cov-
ered by the unemployment insurance
laws—usually large establishments)
added seven jobs between the third
quarters of 2000 and 2001 while fourth
quarter employment totals rose by 13
positions. This rather mediocre 2-percent
showing was helpful nonetheless.

Services managed a similar meager
gain—four jobs during the third quarter
and six during the fourth quarter. Growth
rates in this large industry proved even
less impressive—about 1 percent for both
quarters. Performances among the vari-
ous services subcategories varied dra-
matically—showing job losses one

quarter and employment
gains the next. Only business
services managed to make
any consistent, substantial
gains.

While the third-quarter em-
ployment increase for trans-
portation/communica-
tions/utilities was rather
small (14 jobs), the fourth-
quarter figure was almost
nonexistent (1 job). This
industry is suffering job losses
in trucking and warehousing
that are basically being offset
by employment gains in
utilities.

up—@(owm or Aowm—uf?

Several industries just couldn’t decide
which way to go. Trade started out with
a 40-job decline between the third quar-
ters of 2000 and 2001. But, by fourth
quarter, trade was adding employment
to the tune of 11 new jobs. Food stores
and eating drinking places were the
culprits behind the third-quarter loss.
Automotive-related retail trade establish-
ments stepped forward in fourth quarter
to keep retail trade in a job-gaining
position.

Construction also showed signs of a
split personality with a 15-job loss in
third quarter coupled with a fourth-
quarter three-position improvement.
Declines among special trade contractors
pushed third quarter construction em-
ployment down. During fourth quarter,
residential general contractors generate
most of the employment increase.

Second Half 2001



The finance/insurance/real estate
industry joined this confused group.
Between the third quarters of 2000 and
2001, this industry lost two jobs only to
gain one back during the next quarter.

l%im% all the Wl

Mining managed to lose employment in
both the third and fourth quarters. The
third-quarter, three-position loss was not
particularly painful. But fourth quarter’s
year-over decline resulted in nearly 40
lost jobs and decimated mining’s em-
ployment ranks by nearly 40 percent.

Employment in the manufacturing
industry also experienced job declines in
both the final quarters of 2001. Losses
weren't particularly large—eight jobs one
quarter and 11 positions the next. How-
ever, they compounded an already diffi-
cult job-loss problem in manufacturing.
Almost all this employment loss can be
traced to food product manufacturing. In
fact, several manufacturing categories
showed employment gains.

B construction

Construction values for fourth
quarter 2000 continue to
dominate the building-permit
landscape in Millard County.
The reason is simple. Fourth
quarter 2000 witnessed the
permitting of the new cheese
packaging plant in Fillmore.
When the cheese plant per-
mit is included, construction
values dropped 68 percent
between 2000 and 2001.
When the cheese plant per-
mit is excluded, fourth quar-
ter 2001 construction values
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rose by 22 percent. Just keep this in
mind in this discussion of construction
activity in Millard County.

Even though it wasn’t up against a
mammoth building permit in 2000, third
quarter figures still took a nosedive. In
comparison to the third quarter of 2000,
construction values in Millard County
dropped by almost 36 percent. More-
over, nearly every single category suf-
fered a year-to-year loss. The number of
housing permits issued dropped by half.
Following the residential lead, nonresi-
dential permit values also dipped by half
when compared to a year earlier. Only
residential additions/alterations/repairs
displayed a third quarter year-over in-
crease.

Of course, fourth quarter 2001 gets to
be compared with that giant cheese
plant permit. It doesn’t come out looking
too good. We're talking an 89-percent
decrease in new nonresidential permit
values on a year-over basis. But again,
when the cheese plant authorization is
excluded, fourth quarter actually almost
tripled. In other words, the anomaly

Millard County Nonfarm Job Growth
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certainly helped construction in the
county. Still, comparing other quarters
against it doesn’t seem quite fair.

Homebuilding picked up quite nicely
during the fourth quarter. The number of
permits jumped by 57 percent and the
value of those home permits swelled by
142 percent. In addition, both residential
and nonresidential additions/alterations/
repairs reaped a substantial year-to-year
increase.

lome talk

In 2001, 43 permits for residential build-
ings were issued in Millard County. While
the number of permits actually de-
creased by 10 percent when compared
with 2000, the value of the new home
permits rose by 10 percent. Most of the
construction activity continues to occur
outside Millard County’s major town-
ships. In fact, 23 of the 43 permits were
categorized as “balance of county.”
Delta authorized eight new homes,
Fillmore approved four homes, Hinckley
generated five new residential buildings,
Oak City showed two new permits and
Kanosh tagged along with one
new home authorization.

Almost 70 percent of the per-
mits approved were for tradi-
tional single-family homes. The
remaining 13 permits were
approvals for mobile homes,
manufactured homes or cab-
ins.

nouresidential
numbers

1,950

overall new nonresidential permitting in
2001 registered 89 percent lower than in
2000. Only $1.9 million in permits were
approved in 2001 compared to a value
of $17.2 in 2000. Nonresidential build-
ing activity is following the residential
lead. Most permits are for work outside
the county’s major townships. A majority
of these building permits were approved
for nonspecified nonresidential buildings.
However, one permit was issued for a

church building totaling $75,000.

B coles

Gross taxable sales growth continued to
show the pattern of recent quarters—no
pattern. Okay, | lied, there’s a pattern—
good, mediocre; good, mediocre. The
last half of 2001 remained true to form.
Compared to the third quarter of 2000,
figures for the third quarter of 2001 were
up 2.5 percent. That's not a huge in-
crease, but it is respectable. Fourth
quarter’s year-over increase on the other
hand was certainly robust—up 8 percent.
Moreover, Millard County fared even

Millard County

Total Permitted Construction ($000s)

16,581

2,938

1,681 1,731

1,394

1,291

895
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Well, no one permitted a major
manufacturing building during
2001, so we have to report that
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better for 2001 as a whole.
Annual gross taxable sales
figures show a 12-percent in-

crease.
20% —

redail rebounds

Sales in the retail trade category
actually dipped during the third
quarter. This 2-percent, year-
over decline was generated by
double-digit drops at building/
garden stores, general mer-

15% —

10% —

5% —

Millard County Taxable Sales

Year-Over Growth

chandise stores, and apparel o )

stores. Other retail trade cat-

egories showed moderate to

robust growth. By the fourth

quarter, retail trade sales looked better. A
surge in building/garden store and mo-
tor vehicle dealer sales helped push
fourth quarter’s year-over growth rate up
to 6 percent. Remember that this was the
era of zero or low-percent car financing.
In fact, with out these two industries’
improvements, retail trade sales in
Millard County would have also dropped
during the fourth quarter.

On the other hand, wholesale trade
sales made a stupendous showing. Third
quarter sales almost doubled!

services wodtle

Yikes! What happened to service industry
gross taxable sales during the third quar-
ter2 Sales dropped more than 40 per-
cent. A negative adjustment to business
services sales really knocked the wind
out of third quarter’s sails. Business
services sales also kept fourth quarter’s

numbers below par. A 77-percent decline
in business services sales was the primary

contributor to a year-over drop of about
2 percent during the fourth quarter of
2001.
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Among the Millard County industries
categorized in the “business investment”
group, several performances stand out.
During the third quarter, manufacturing
increased expenditures by almost 160
percent over the previous year. Commu-
nications made a similarly large gain—
this time during the fourth quarter (up
130 percent).

B finish

With such scattered results among
Millard County’s economic indicators, it
might be wise to watch them closely. Still,
the county seems to have taken the first
few baby steps towards economic recov-
ery in the last part of 2001.

Lecia Parks Langston
Regional Economist
435/688-3115

lecialangston@utah.gov



Economic Evenls

| The Delta Egg Farm helped boost egg production in Utah to
record levels last year. In all, Utah farms produced 853 million
eggs in Utah during 2001, up from 712 million in 2000 and 521
million in 1999. The Delta Egg Farm accounted for almost all of
the 64-percent increase between 1999 and 2001. About 80 jobs
have been created since the farm opened. 2/16/02

| The Millard County School District has decided to build a new
office building after determining the current facility has so many
building code violations it is beyond renovation. The 10,000-
square-foot building will cost about $1 million and should be

completed in two years. Funds will come from the district’s capital
outlay budget. 2/13/02

| The Millard County Commission has thrown its support behind a
proposal to have Congress make the county part of the Great
Basin Heritage Area. If the designation is granted, the county can
receive federal funds to promote area tourism. 12/28/01

Smart business people know where to find
the latest, most accurate information avail-
able about economic trends, the labor mar-
ket, cost of living and industry trends.
There’s county-level economic information
too, and it’s all FREE on the DWS Economic
Information Web site:

http://jobs.utah.gov/wi
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jobs.utah.gov/wi

Labor Iarkel Indicalors

Millard County

Third Quarter {.Jul -5 ep} Fourth Guarter {OctDec) Annual Average
Percent Percent Percent
2000 2001(p) Change 2000 2001M(p} Change 2000 2001fp) Change

Civilian Labor Force* 4,264 4,287 0.5 4,308 4,412 2.4 4,318 4,291 4.6
Em ployed 4,084 4094 0.1 4145 4,134 -0.3 4,145 4082 -15
Unemployed 173 193 11.6 163 278 0.6 172 209 215
Fercemt of Lapor e 4.1 4.8 ag 5.3 4.0 §.9
Total Honagricublural Jobs* 3,469 3,450 4.5 3,496 3.510 0.4 3,515 3,483 0.9
hining 109 106 28 105 &7 -EG2 102 a7 oz
Contract Construction 24 1] 17 G EAl 4.4 TG =5 147
hanufacturing 148 140 5.4 146 135 75 142 143 -4
Durahle Goods &2 =] .3 a7 &7 1758 &1 <] 131
Momduzhle Goods 26 byl -{8.6 =] 1] -23E a7 7 -14.2
Trans., Comm., Pub. Ul 599 G00 0.z 594 G0s8 24 594 595 0z
Trade Qza 290 -4.1 880 91 1.3 aoy 8849 -20
Wholesale 26 20 9.7 af ad ar a7 a9 2.3
Redail 242 200 -5.0 792 207 1.0 220 200 -2
Fin., Ins ., & Real Eztate 61 bt BCRc] = &5 1.6 i1 G2 16
Service a72 576 oy 520 Le6 1.0 a7a 576 -05
Governm ent a5s 1040 4.3 1050 1,087 2.5 1,043 1,056 12
Redersl 7 129 0.3 =] 109 20 104 106 1.8
Sz {00 11d .0 o2 4 F ] od 103 ra
Ltoca! 751 7&ET7 219 852 arz 16 238 241 o4
Total Covered Empl oyment*** 3,862 3,851 0.3 3,901 3.924 0.6 3,9M 3,805 2.5
Caowvered Agricultural Em ploym ent 83 S 2.0 FO05 T4 2.2 1= ] 322 B =1 =]

® Seazonally Adjusted.

= Detail may not add tototal due to rounding.

= Hrphkyment covered by Uhemployment hsurance Bu =,
p = Preliminany

Source: Uah Departrrent of WMbrkforce Services.
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Permil-Authorized Construction
Millard County

Third Qua rter (Jul-5ep) Fourth Quarter (Oct-Dec) Annual
Percent P erc ent Percent
2000 2001 Change 2000 2001 Change 2000 2001 Change
NiFard County
MewD welling Units 14 7 -500% 7 i ST 1% 45 43 A10.4%
MewResidential (50007 599.0 5621 =37 5% 4713 171395 141.8% 3800 42712 9.5%

MewMonresidertial (5000 3260 1605 -508% 16,0650 44410 A7 2% 171915 15765 H91%
AdditonsiAteratRepairs

Residential ($000) 1365 167 .4 226% 261 M55 342 5% 3828 E32.8 B5 3%

Monresidertial (F000) 322 5.1 -5 2% 18.0 n4 65.3% 1309 744 432%
Total Goop) 13937 8957  -35.8% 16,5854 L7307 £9,6% 21,6062 68549 £ 8.3%
Deka

MewDweling Units 1 2 1000% 2 2 0.0% 4 g 100.0%
MewResidential (50007 G7.0 3271 3883.2% 2598 3456 33.0% 4623 1.308.2 1563.0%
Meweh onresiderdial (F0007 1005 25 FITH nn 2940 —_ 131.4 4333 229.8%
AdditonsisteratRepairs

Fesidential (F000) 538 258 -521% 120 47 0 291.7% ar.5 1186 21 6%

Monresidertial (5000 oo 5.0 -— oo 4 —_— 187 4534 1532.1%
Total F000) 221.7 3844 73.4% 27 1.8 7I8.0 164, 2% 7009 10035 T68T%
Fillimore

MewDweling Units 1] 1 -— 1] 1 - 3 4 33.3%
MewResidential (50007 0.o g0.0 -— 0.o 1100 —_— 209.0 s70.0 12.0%
Me vt onresiderdal (F0007 28.0 35 -B75% 1602349 389 29.8% 16,4894 2054 H3.8%
AdditonsisteratRepairs

Residential (F000) 591 263 -555% g2 451 459.5% 2355 2255 -4 2%

Monresidertial (F000) 322 IR| -09 7% 19.0 oo -1000% 1122 274 JT50%
Total $000) 179.3 J00.9 -7 0% 16,0517 1048 08, 8% 173464 10283 D4,7%
Hinkley

MewDweling Units 2 0 - 00.0% 3 3 0.0% 7 5 2BE%
MewResidential (50007 155 0o -100.0% TBS 1522 99.0% 1511 M53 42 5%
Mewhonresidertal (F0007 oo oo -— a.0 oo -100.0% 450 4.0 H1.3%
AdditonsisteratRepairs

Residential (F000) nn oo — nn an —_ 25 oo A000%

Monresidertial (F000) oo oo -— oo oo —_ oo 39 -—
Totzl $000) 155 oo ST 0% 4.5 152.2 L 799.6 2232 T18%

Source: Bureau of Economic and Business Reseamch, University of Lkah.
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Permit-Authorized Conslruclion

Millard County

Third Quarter (Jul-Sep) Fourth Quarter (Oct-Dec) Annual
Percent P ercent Percent
2000 201 Change 2000 2001 Change 2000 2001 Change
Kanosh
MewD welling Units 1 1 0.0% 2 0o 1000% a 1 -a7 5%
MewResidential (50007 750 1250 EE. 7% 1350 0o A1000% Q250 125.0 -86 5%
MewMonreside rtial(F000) o.o oo —_ oo oo — oo oo —
AdditorsisteratRepairs
Residential (5000 nn oo - oo oo — oo oo —
Monresidertial (5000 o.o oo —_— oo oo — oo 0.0 -—
Total Good) 750 1250 - T35.0 oy T000% 925.0 1250 $+6.5%
Lynindyl
MewD welling Units 1 0 —_ 0 0 — 1 1 —
MewResidential (50007 nn oo - oo oo — oo oo —
MewyM onre side rtial(F000) nn nn —_ oo oo — 0.0 0.0 —
AdditorsisteratRepairs
Fesidential (000 nn oo —_ oo oo — oo oo —
Monresidertial (5000 o.o oo —_— oo oo — oo 0.0 -—
Total Go0d) 0o oo - o0 oo — 0.0 0.0 —
Oak City
MewDwelling Units 1 1] —_ ] 2 — 2 2 0.0%
MewResidential (50007 1191 oo - oo 1764 -— 189.5 176.4 -T%
Meywy onreside tialCF000) 0.0 0.o —_— 0. 0. -— 14.5 7.2 -50.53%
AdditorsisteratRepairs
Fesidential (5000 345 143 3086% oo 103 — 35 444  11EB5E%
Monresidertial (5000 o.o oo - oo oo — oo 0.0 -—
Total Good) 1226 143 B83% oo T86T — 2078 2280 8.7%
Other Millard C ounty
MewD welling Units a 3 EET% 0 3 — 24 23 -4 2%
MewResidential (50007 G224 300 952% oo 356 — 15638 18763 12.8%
M ey onreside ntial(F000) 197 .2 1305 -338% 3341 1114 232 6% 2102 12266 140.4%
AdditorsrAteratRepairs
Fesidential (5000 200 101.0  4050% 54 123 108.5% 435 2440 4E0.9%
Monresidertial (5000 o.o oo - oo oo — oo 0.0 -—
Total Eo000) #39.6 2615  68.9% 39.0 4790 T128.2% 22175 33469 50.9%

Source: Bureau of Beonomic and Business Research, Uniwersity of Lkah.
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On Friday, April 12, 2002 Utah
Governor Mike Leavitt announced
that Raylene G. Ireland would be the
new Executive Director of the Depart-
ment of Workforce Services. At the
same time he announced two other
changes as he shuffled his cabinet.
David Harmer, will head the Depart-
ment of Community and Economic
Development and S. Camille Anthony
takes the helm at the Department of
Administrative Services replacing
Ireland.

“l have chosen to use these changes
as an opportunity to reassign experi-
enced and proven managers,” said
Leavitt. “I’'m confident each will
approach the challenges of their
respective agencies with fresh in-
sights.”

Raylene Ireland has served as the
Executive Director of the Department
of Administrative Services since 1993,
overseeing eight divisions critical to
the internal functions of state govern-
ment such as information technology
services, finance and facility manage-
ment and construction. During her
tenure the state implemented the
Wide Area Network, improving
productivity and making technology
available to employees statewide.

“I'm very excited to be here at
Workforce Services. It's a new chal-
lenge for me and | plan to rely upon
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Meet
Raylene
Ireland

the team that Bob Gross has put in place,”
said Raylene. “I am also looking forward
to touring the state and introducing myself
to the staff in our employment centers and
regional offices.”

Raylene chairs the State Capitol Preserva-
tion Subcommittee on Planning and Preser-
vation and has played an active role in the
construction project for the capitol campus.
She currently serves on many committees
and boards, including the Workers Com-
pensation Fund Board, the Capitol Preser-
vation Board, the National Association of
State Chief Administrators, and the State
Rate Committee.

Prior to her service in state government,
Ireland worked in local government as the
assistant to the mayor of Provo City. She
has served on the Provo-Orem Chamber of
Commerce and was the first woman to be
elected chairperson of the Utah County
Republican Party.

Raylene became a charter member of the
Women In Management Council, and
would later receive their “Outstanding
Woman" recognition award. She was
appointed to the Judicial Nominating
Committee, and was the chair of the
Freedom Festival Awards Gala for five
years. She was also a PTA reading tutor at

her children’s elementary school.

From 1978 to 1985, Raylene was vice-
president of Ireland and Associates, a
family-run manufacturing firm. An alumna
of Brigham Young University, she is married
to Ward J. Ireland and currently resides in
Lindon, Utah. She and her husband are
the parents of seven children.

The Utah State Senate formally confirmed
Raylene Ireland’s appointment on April 24.
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NAICS is coming. . . NAICS is coming. ..

Are you prepared
for a big change?

If you are familiar with how
businesses are assigned an
industrial classification, like
manufacturing or retail trade or
services, then you will need to
retrain your thought process.
The Standard Industrial Classifi-
cation (SIC) coding system,
which had served this nation
well since its inception in the
1930’s, has become outdated.
As you know, our economy is
much different now than the
way it looked in the 1930’s, so
it's time to adjust how we
classify today’s businesses.

This is being accomplished with
the introduction of the North
American Industry Classification
System (NAICS), a federal
system that not only partners
with our Canadian and Mexican
neighbors, but is more in tune
with our new and emerging
industries. An unfortunate
consequence of this needed
change is that the NAICS
system presents such a drastic
change that its comparison
against historic SIC humbers is
difficult. Total employment is
comparable, but the subcompo-
nents are where the historical
division occurs.

Workforce Services has set the
publication of 2002 employ-
ment data as the first time
economic growth will be mea-
sured using the NAICS system.
As Bob Dylan once penned,
“The times they are a chang-
ing.” So be prepared to retrain
your thought process and take
a fresh new look at Utah’s
economic makeup.

http://www.census.gov/epcd/
www/naics. html
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Millard County 2001
"NAICS" Industry Breakdown

Third Fourth Annual
Quarter Quarter Average

Total Covered Employment® 3,852 3,922 3,889
Goods Production 12 686 700
Matural Resources and kining 510 487 a10
Agricutture, Forestny, Fishing, Hunting f04 420 413
Mining 06 g7 a7
Construction B4 1 G4
Manufacturing 133 128 135
Service Production 3,140 3,236 3,180
Trade, Transportation, and WMilities 1,205 1,204 11497
Wholesalo Trace bal 5] ai a3
Retali Trace Q06 a04 SqQ
Transportation and Warehousing Frd a0 79
Litifities 456 54 484
Infarmation a0 26 28
Financial Activities B4 63 514]
Professional and Business Services 160 186 160
Educational, Health and Social Services 254 2610 262
Leisure and Hospitality 391 336 346
Cther Services BE 64 513]
Government 1,010 1,087 1,086
Fedearal 128 07 106
Stale Tid Tid 108
Local FE7 G732 Sty

* Employment "covered” under the Employment Security Act. Includes some, but not all, agricutture.
Mate: Detail may nat add to total due to rounding.
f = Preliminary

Source: Utah Department of Workfarce Services.
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Saeof Utah

DEPARTMENT OFWORKFORCE SERVICES

140 East 300 South
PO Box 45249
St Lake City, UT 84111

ADDRESS SERVICE REQUESTED

03-13WM-0602

Equal Opportunity Employment Program auxiliary aids and services are available upon request to individu-
als with disabilities. Call (801) 526-9240. Individuals with speech and/or hearing impairments may call the

state relay at 1-800-346-4128.
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Where ideas connect™
The mission of the Utah Department of Workforce Services is to provide quality, accessible, and compre-
hensive employment-related and supportive services responsive to the needs of employers, job seekers,
and the community.
To read, download, or print this publication, see our internet site: http://jobs.utah.gov/wi, then click on

“State, County and Local Information,” select the county, and click on the first newsletter under “Publica-
tions.” To obtain additional printed copies or subscribe to this newsletter, contact us at the address listed

above “Attn: Workforce Information” or 801/526-9786, jkramer@jobs.utah.gov

We welcome your comments, questions and feedback!


http://wi.dws.state.ut.us/Regions/western/millard/Millard2.asp
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